points while the virtual data points improve significantly the distribution of intensities smaller than V.
Reliability assessment
To assess the robustness of the hazard estimates at different sites, we repeat the hazard computations but adding to each time history one further intensity value corresponding to a hypothetic earthquake occurred today. In particular, we carry out the test as follow: 1) we add to each location a hypothetic intensity relevant to a fake earthquake occurring today. We created three modified data sets, corresponding to added intensities equal to VII, VIII, and IX;
2) we compute the hazard for the original data set (p 0 ) and for the modified one (p new ) considering as threshold the intensity value equal to the added one. We then compare the two probabilities estimated for each case. The comparison is performed selecting those localities with p 0 of exceeding the selected intensity in a 50 year period greater than 0.05. Figure C shows the difference between the hazard estimates computed for the modified site history and for the original one, normalized to this last. In general, the relative differences are very small (e.g. for I=VII about 90% of points show a relative differences smaller than 10%). This indicated that the available time histories allow to perform robust estimates. The differences are generally positive, that is the hypothetical intensity has been added after an elapsed time from the last observation shorter than the expected return period for that intensity. Then, the occurrence of the added intensity is not probable accordingly to the return period estimated from the catalog (see for example the results close to the epicentral area of 1992 Suusamyr earthquake, whose location is shown in Figure 1 of Bindi et al, SDEE paper). More interesting are the negative differences, which indicate a seismic drought longer than the average return period estimated for that intensity from the catalogue. For locations where the difference is negative, the seismic history at the site could be less representative for evaluating the hazard. Figure D shows that some positive differences are obtained for intensity VII and VIII, but small in absolute value. The results are summarized in Figure 10 , where the cumulative distribution functions (CDF) of the relative difference for the three considered intensities are shown. The asymmetry of the CDFs is due to the fact that shorter interevent times (IET) are more probable that longer ones even if no Poissonian assumption is made: the strong monotonically decreasing trend of IET combined with the decreasing frequency distribution of intensity is in fact driving the sharp decrease of hazard shown in Figure C . 
